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REMARKS 



Claims 1 to 58 were pending in the application at the 
time of examination. Claims 1 to 58 stand rejected as 
obvious . 

Claims 1, 10, 19, 28, 35, 38, 41, 44, 47, 50 and 53 
are amended to make explicit that which was implicit in the 
claims and to avoid discussion on whether Applicant is 
requesting the Examiner to read limitations into the 
claims. The amendments are supported, for example, by at 
least one of Figs. 52 to 55. In each case, the user device 
is an end-user device that is shown as being used by a 
human being end user as is the target device. In addition, 
throughout the description, the devices presented as 
examples of such devices are clearly end-user devices as 
understood by those of skill in the art. 

Claims 1 to 4, 6 to 13, 15 to 22, 24 to 29, 35, 38, 
41, 44, 47, 50 and 53 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2004/0015703, hereinafter referred to as 
Madison, in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 
No. 2003/0140257, hereinafter referred to as Peterka. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the obviousness 
rejection of Claims 1, 10, 19 and 28. The advisory action 
simply continues the use of an incorrect claim 
interpretation, fails to consider the prior art references 
as a whole, and uses an inconsistent interpretation of both 
the claims and the references. The advisory action first 
stated in part : 

in Madison a user device (end user 102) sends a 
request for media content to a content provisioner 
(web server 106) (paragraph [0029] , "the end user 102 
requests access to an individual streaming media 
content file" ) . 
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The same user 102 receives form the web server 106 a 
ticket (authenticated digital content request) 
(paragraph [00 3 5] ) . 
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The user device 102 presents the ticket to a media 
server 104 (content repository) . 

The user device 102 receives from the media server 104 
the requested media content (paragraph [0039,"the 
streaming media server 104 provides the requested 
streaming media content to the end user processor 
102) . 

As it is clear from the above the same user device 
requests for content, receives a ticket 
and provides the ticket to a repository and receives 
the content from the repository (Emphasis Added) 

Thus, the rationale for continuing the rejection 
starts out by identifying device 102 in Fig. 3 of Madison 
as being the end user. However, next the advisory action 
stated: 



Peterka was used to cure the deficiency of Madison in 
respect to the limitation of "sending by said user 
device, said encrypted digital content to said target 
device..". In the claim a user device sends the 
encrypted content to a target device. In another word 
the user device performs the function of receiving and 
sending the content to a target device. Examiner 
considers the user device of the claimed limitation as 
a server of the target device , since a server is a 
device that performs functions or task for other 
devices such as client devices. Therefore Peterka 
clearly reads on the claimed limitation since Peterka 
teaches a caching server (user device) receiving 
content from a content provider (repository) and 
transmitting the received content to a viewer device 
(target device) (paragraph [0014]). (Emphasis Added.) 
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Thus, the Office has admitted that two different 
devices are required to read on these claims. For the 
first four elements of Claim 1, for example, the rejection 
relies on device 102 in Madison, but for the fifth element, 
the rejection relies upon a caching server of Peterka. 
However, in Claim 1, all five elements are recited as being 
performed on the same device and not two different devices 
as cited in the advisory action. 

Moreover, there has been no showing that end-user 
device 102 of Madison would function as a caching server. 
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In fact, as previously noted Madison taught that the end- 
user device was separated and distinct from the server 
devices. Accordingly, Madison as one of skill in the art 
taught away from implementing server functionality on an 
end-user device. Peterka similarly taught such a 
distinction. Accordingly, the interpretation used in the 
advisory action is directly contradicted by the level of 
skill in the art as established by the two reference. 

The devices in these Claims are identified as end-user 
devices and so the interpretation relied upon in the 
advisory action, even if correct, teaches away from 
Applicants invention as recited in these Claims. 
Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of each of 
Claims 1, 10, 19 and 28. 

Claims 2 to 4, 6 to 9, 11 to 13, 15 to 18, 20 to 22, 
24 to 27 and 29 distinguish over the combination of 
references for at least the same reasons as the independent 
claim from which each depends . Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the obviousness 
rejection of each of Claims 2 to 4, 6 to 9, 11 to 13, 15 to 
18, 20 to 22, 24 to 27 and 29. 

With respect to continued obviousness rejection of 
Claims 35, 38, 41, 44, 47, 50 and 53, the advisory action 
stated in part : 

In response to applicant's argument that the 
references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features 
upon which applicant relies (i.e., "Peterka did not 
teach that the key store service could be located on 
any device, but rather devices with certain 
characteristics..") are not recited in the rejected 
claim (s) . Although the claims are interpreted in light 
of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. 
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While the advisory action is unclear, the advisory 
action apparently also considers the caching server to read 
on these claims. The reliance on the caching server 
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teaches away from an end-user device that comprises a 
target device. Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the obviousness rejection 
of each of Claims 35, 38, 41, 44, 47, 50 and 53. 

Claims 5, 14, 23, 37, 40, 43, 46, 49 and 52 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Madison in view of Peterka and further in view U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0072413, 
hereinafter referred to as Arias. 

Assuming the combination of three references is 
correct, the additional material relied upon from Arias 
fails to correct the defects of the combination of Madison 
and Peterka, as noted above, for the independent claim from 
which each of Claims 5, 14, 23, 37, 40, 43, 46, 49 and 52 
depends. Thus, each of Claims 5, 14, 23, 37, 40, 43, 46, 
49 and 52 distinguishes over the combination of three 
references for at least the same reasons as the independent 
claim from which each depends. Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the obviousness 
rejection of each of Claims 5, 14, 23, 37, 40, 43, 46, 49 
and 52. 

Claims 30 to 34, 36, 39, 42, 45, 48, 51, and 54 to 58 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Madison in view Peterka and further in 
view U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0073440, 
hereinafter referred to as Mukerjee. 

Assuming the combination of three references is 
correct, the additional material relied upon from Mukerjee 
fails to correct the defects of the combination of Madison 
and Peterka, as noted above, for the independent claim from 
which each of Claims 30 to 34, 36, 39, 42, 45, 48, 51, and 
54 to 5 8 depends. Thus, each of Claims 30 to 34, 36, 39, 
42, 45, 48, 51, and 54 to 58 distinguishes over the 
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combination of three references for at least the same 



reasons as the independent claim from which each depends. 
Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
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withdrawal of the obviousness rejection of each of 
Claims 30 to 34, 36, 39, 42, 45, 48, 51, and 54 to 58. 

Claims 1 to 58 remain in the application. Claims 1, 
10, 19, 28, 30, 35, 38, 41, 44, 47, 50 and 53 have been 
amended. For the foregoing reasons, Applicant (s) 
respectfully request allowance of all pending claims. If 
the Examiner has any questions relating to the above, the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to telephone the 
undersigned Attorney for Applicant (s) . 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the 
United States Postal Service with sufficient postage as first class mail 
in an envelope addressed to: Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 
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